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Analysis of blacks and fear of crime data in
Atlanta and Washington, D.C. indicates that blacks in
low income, high crime communities are less fearful of
crime but still take protective measures when venturing
into the community during the day and at night. Addit
ional findings indicate that physical characteristics
of neighborhood both within ones own neighborhood and
adjacent to ones own neighborhood influence perceptions
of crime.
These are some of the findings discovered upon a
re-examination of data sets from projects completed in
Atlanta and Washington, D.C. The two projects were
"Research on Minority Neighborhoods: Toward an Under
standing of the Relationship Between Race and Crime"
completed by Debro et al. 1981 and "Safe and Secure
Neighborhoods: Physical Characteristics and Informal
Territorial Control in High and Low Neighborhoods"
completed by Greenberg et al. 1980.
Questions were extracted from surveys of blacks in
low income and middle income neighborhoods. The central
question of the thesis was to what extent blacks fear
crime. If blacks do fear crime, do they take protective
measures which constrained their behavior in their
community?
The larger question which was not answered but
which was always present was whether or not blacks
feared crime more than whites. This question could not
be answered because there was not a comparative sample
of whites. Hopefully, this attempt will lead to
additional studies.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I wish to express my sincere appreciation to the
many persons who have assisted me in this project. I
would like to thank Dr. K. S. Murty, and Dr. Julian
Roebuck, whose invaluable suggestions made this thesis
a better project. I would like to thank Dr. Carl Pope
for serving on my committee and providing constructive
criticisms throughout the project.
I am indepted to Dr. Julius Debro for his continued
support and encourgement throughout my master's program
and on this project. His insight and guidance have made
this part of my education a rich experience.
This project was funded by The National Institute
of Justice. The Project Monitor was Ms. Carrie Smith.
Thanks Carrie for your assistance.
I wish to thank Mrs. Estella Funnye', for her
support, encourgement and unconditional love during my
entire stay in the program.
Thanks to Darlene, Cindy, Kumar, Savithri and
Mahesh for their extended love, caring and helpful
advice.
My greatest indeptedness to my parents without
whose support, this project would have been extremely
difficult. Their persistence and unconditional support
has helped me overcome many of the tensions and




List of Tables v
List of Figures vii
CHAPTER
I. INTRODUCTION 1
Scope and Plan of the Study 2
Organization of the Study 3
II. REVIEW OP THE LITERATURE 4
A. Specific Sociodemographic
Characteristics 4
B. Neighborhood Characteristics 8
C. Reactions to Fear of Crime 11
(Constrained Behavior)
Negative Psychological Effects ... 12






Measures Against Crime 15
Conclusion 16
III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 19
Criteria for the Selection of the
Research Sites 20
Data Collection Methods 22
Selection of Research Sites 25
Proposed Analytical Procedure 29
111
Major Survey Results of Both
Studies 29
IV. DATA ANALYSIS 31
Section I - Debro Data Set 31
Section II - Greenberg Data Set .... 48
Discussion of the Analysis 48
Six Models to Predict the
Reactions to Crime 64
V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 69




Reactions to Crime 71
VI. POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND THE
LIMITATIONS OP THE STUDY 73
Policy Implications of the
Study 73
Limitations of the Study 73
Future Research Issues and






1 Criteria for the selection
of Research Sites 26
2 Distribution of Respondents by
Sociodemographic Characteristics 33
3 Perception of Fear of
Crime by Sociodemographic
Characteristics 37
4 Perception of Fear of
Crime During the Day and Night 39
5 Perception of Crime by
Community Crime Rate and
Income 41
6 Perception of Fear of
Crime During the Day by
Community Crime Rate and
Income 42
7 Perception of Fear of
Crime During the Night by
Community Crime Rate and
Income 43
8 Constraints on Behavior by
Sociodemographic Characteristics 46
9 Distribution of the Respondents in
Six Neighborhoods and High and
Low Crime Neighborhoods 50
10 Sociodemographic Characteristics of
the Respondents in High and Low
Crime Neighborhoods 51
11 Percentage Distribution of Land Use
Between High and Low Crime
Neighborhoods 54
12 Percentage Distribution of Housing
Characteristics in High and Low Crime
Neighborhoods 55
Table Page
13 Percentage Distribution of Street Type
in High and Low Crime
Neighborhoods 57
14 Percentage Distribution of Boundaries
of the Neighborhoods 58
15 Percentage Distribution of Index
Crimes per Block in Neighborhoods




1 Characteristics of Dixie Hill and
Grove Park 27





This study analyzes sub-sections of two data sets
relating to fear of crime in two cities. The two cities
are Atlanta, Georgia and Washington, D.C. The two data
sets are the Debro study entitled "Research on Minority
Neiahborhoods; Toward an Understanding of the Relation
ship Between Race and Crime". and the Greenberg study
entitled "Safe and Secure Neiahborhoods: Physical
Characteristics and Informal Territorial Control in
High and Low Crime Neiahborhoods". The study attempts
to explore the unresolved issue of fear of crime and
blacks. Essentially, the issue is whether or not blacks
fear crime more than other groups. While these studies
were not able to completely answer the question, they
did provide additional information concerning fear of
crime and blacks. Neither of the studies were specific
ally designed to answer the question of fear of crime,
but they were the only studies that had substantial
black population in their sample.
The Debro study had large black populations in both
cities and had specific questions addressing fear of
crime as well as questions addressing constrained
behavior.
The Greenberg study looked at neighborhoods in
pairs in the City of Atlanta. Upper and Lower Virginia
Highland were deleted from the study because the black
populations were very small. Dixie Hill/Grove Park and
Pittsburgh/Mechanicsville had a majority of blacks in
their community.
Fear of crime in black communities has always been
a major problem, but it has not been addressed as a
specific issue. This is the first attempt to look at
that problem in predominantly black communities.
Scope and Plan of the Study
The scope is limited to a comprehensive review of
prior literature, especially those studies which have
examined sociodemographic and physical characteristics
and their relationship to fear of crime.
Within the two studies under analysis, the review
is limited to the variables that pertain to fear of
crime and reactions to fear of crime. The variables of
primary concern are the sociodemographic character
istics (age, sex, race, income, marital status and
residence), physical characteristics of the neighbor
hood (land use, building structure, and street design)
and reactions to fear of crime (constraints on behavior
and avoidance/protective mechanisms). The underlying
notion here is that these characteristics/mechanisms do
exert a determinate effect on the incidence of fear of
crime and reactions to the fear of crime (Debro, 1981).
The procedures in analyzing the data included an
exhaustive examination of both reports, a re-analysis
of certain sections of the data, as well as discussions
with one of the authors of the report concerning fear
of crime.
Organization of the Study
This study consists of six sections. Following this
introductory chapter, a review of the selected litera
ture on fear of crime and its observed impacts will be
presented in Chapter II. Chapter III consists of the
research methodology which includes: the source of
data, criteria for the selection of the sample, and
measurement of variables. Chapter IV deals with data
analysis. Chapter V summarizes the major findings of
the research and also consist of the conclusion.
Chapter VI discusses the policy implications and
limitations of the study.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This review of the literature is designed to
provide a brief overview of prior studies dealing with
the issue of "fear of crime" and also to explore the
effects of that fear. For this study the abundance of
research available is divided into the following
categories:
A. Specific Sociodemographic Characteristics
B. Neighborhood Characteristics
C. Reactions to Crime.
A. Specific Sociodemocrraphic Characteristics
Studies examining the causes of fear of crime,
demonstrate that age, gender, marital status, income
and race are the major contributing characteristics for
fear of crime (Biderman, et al. (1967); Braungrat, et
al. (1980); Smith (1976); Skogen and Maxfield (1981);
Stafford and Galle (1984); Cook at al. (1978); Reppetto
(1974); Clemente and Kleinman (1978); Furstenburg
(1971); Hindeling et al. (1978); Lawton and Jaffee
(1980); Yin (1985); Garofalo (1977), (1979); Akers et
al. (1987); Sundeen and Mathieu, (1976), (1977); Mullen
and Donnermeyer (1985); Hartnagel (1979); Liski et al.
(1982); Janson and Ryder (1983); Taylor and Hale
(1986); and Taub et al. (1984).
1. Age: The elderly fear crime more than any other
group (Braungart et al. 1980; Hartnagel, 1979; and
Skogen and Maxfield, 1981). Middle-aged and elderly
black men and women are more fearful of crime than
their white counter-parts (Giles-Sims, 1984). Whether
this fear is real, i.e., based on criminal victim
ization or imagined has a lot to do with the reactions
to crime, but evidence seems to indicate that the
criminal acts are imagined.
Research indicates that the elderly, with some
exceptions, are less likely to be victimized than other
age groups, but they are more fearful of victimization
(Clemente and Kleinman, 1976; Harris, 1975); and, that
fear is higher for those who have been victimized
(Lawton and Jaffee, 1980). Analysis of victimization
data in San Antonio, Texas reveal that:
...the elderly are less victimized than
other age groups, except for the very
young pre-teen and teen-age victims ...
Women over age 50 and men of all ages
are the least likely to be victims of
rapists .... The only thing the elderly
have to fear is crime itself
(Lawton and Jaffee, 1980).
Another study by Conklin and Kleinman (1976) noted
that:
... for the older people fear of crime
is even more of a problem than crime
itself.
Goldsmith and Thomas (1974) argued that perceived
crimes against the elderly have reached crisis
proportions, and that the increase in fear is due to
media coverage (Lindquist 1982).
Several studies which examine the extent of fear
among the elderly point out that it varies according to
sex, income, race, education and city size (Clemente
and Kleinman, 1976; Pope and Feyerherm, 1976).
2. Gender: Despite substantially lower victimization
rates for women in most crime categories, gender
consistently emerges as the most powerful predictor of
fear of crime. Women of all ages are more fearful than
men (Biderman et al. 1967; Braungart, et al. 1980;
Lebowitz, 1975; Stafford and Galle, 1984; Carter and
Beaulieu, 1984). This fear results in constraints on
behavior.
Goodman in her article noted that:
Women have always felt vulnerable to
crime and have monitored their behavior
because of it. Many feel more resentment
at crime-induced purdah. And the more
they have refused to be shut in by fear
of crime, the more they have also
experienced that fear: the fear of
walking home at night or getting into
the car in a parking garage (1990).
The effect of age on fear is less consistent and
considerably weaker than that for sex. Hindelang et al.
(1978) reported that age had less effect on fear of
crime among women than it did among men. When looking
at race, Braungart et al. (1980) report that age
effects are stronger for blacks than for white. Warr
(1984) reported statistically significant gender-age
interactions, but did not specify what form those
interactions took.
3. Marital Status: Findings concerning marital status
and fear of crime are inconsistent. Some studies ind
icate that unmarried persons express greater fear of
crime than married persons. Other studies have noted
just the opposite effect.
Lee (1980) found marital status to be the most
important variable discriminating between fearful and
non-fearful respondents. Braungart et al. (1980) stated
that those unmarried are more fearful of crime than
those who were married.
Differences in fear between married and unmarried
reflect differences in ages as well as differences in
lifestyles associated with different marital status.
4. Income: Income is also a predictor of fear of crime
(Hindelang, 1976; Reiss, 1979; Harris, 1974; Lee, 1980;
Skogen and Klecka, 1977). Higher levels of fear usually
are associated with lower income levels (Bauraer, 1978;
Clemente and Kleinman, 1976, 1977; Reiss, 1979;
Erskine, 1974; Mullen and Donnermeyer, 1985; Sundeen
and Mathieu, 1976, 1977; and Hartnegal, 1979).
Hindelang, (1976) stated that victimization decreases
as family income increases. People with greater fin
ancial resources are better able to protect themselves,
and therefore, have less fear of being victimized
(Biderman et al. 1967).
Hindelang, et al. (1978) found that within each
income level blacks expressed more fear than whites.
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Previous studies have indicated that income inequality
is the primary determinant of variations in rates of
fear.
5. Race: Blacks are more fearful than whites (Braungart
et al. 1980; Clemente and Kleinman, 1976; 1977; Ragan,
1976). Urban blacks fear crime more than rural blacks
(Balkin 1979; Garofalo, 1981; Janson and Ryder, 1983;
Yin, 1980; Sundeen and Matheiu, 1976; Toseland, 1982;
Erskine, 1974; Maxfield, 1984). Skogen and Maxfield
(1981), hypothesize that race differences in fear of
crime, stem in part, from differences in actual exp
osure to crime. Blacks of all ages suffer more exposure
than whites and are more likely to live in high-crime
neighborhoods than are whites. Liska (1982), indicates
that racial composition indirectly affects fear. Fear
among whites and non-whites is influenced by different
structural characteristics of the cities. But fear of
crime is directly affected by population size, seg
regation and percentages of non-whites.
B. Neighborhood Characteristics
Recent studies have identified how characteristics
of individuals and their experiences are associated
with fear of crime, but it has also been noted that
neighborhood - specific factors such as environmental
cues and local communication networks are important
(Skogen and Maxfield, 1981). Major studies have
operationalized fear as feelings of being unsafe in
one's neighborhood (Skogen and Maxfield, 1981; Liska et
al. 1982). Studies have found that the more the ind
ividual feels a part of the neighborhood, the less
he/she fears crime (Baumer and Hunter 1979; Yancy,
1971).
Extensive research has been conducted analyzing the
relationship between fear of crime and attitudes to
wards the neighborhood. Data has shown that people do
perceive communities or neighborhoods in terms of
sociodemographic variables, as well as several other
factors.
The growing literature on fear of crime seeks to
assess how individuals feel about crime in their city
and in their neighborhood. Many factors associated with
fear of crime vary across different neighborhoods (high
crime/low income, low crime/high income) within large
cities (Maxfield, 1984). Neighborhoods, may develop a
reputation as being crime ridden and unsafe to the
extent to which they are predominantly non-white. But,
many people, though never direct victims of crime, feel
unsafe in their neighborhoods (Brown, 1984;
Furstenburg, 1971). As Clemente and Kleinman, (1976;
1977) indicated, elderly black people are more appren-
hensive about walking in their neighborhoods than
elderly whites.
Greenberg et al. (1980) in their study focused on
particular physical and social characteristics of
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neighborhoods. Physical characteristics were associated
with (a) structure of the buildings, (b) street design,
and (c) land use. The characteristics of the neighbor
hoods are important as they exert determinant effects
on crime and territorial control. Greenberg et al.
(1980) mentioned three boundaries surrounding a
neighborhood that may have impact on the crime rate in
the area:
(1) areas having low crime rates surrounded by
zones where nobody ventures into, i.e.,
railroads, expressways, etc.
(2) low crime neighborhoods being a transitional
area between low income and middle income
neighborhoods.
(3) two adjacent and similar neighborhoods having
different crime rates.
Other socidemographic characteristics affecting
fear of crime in the neighborhood has been found to be
associated with low income housing; neighborhood
satisfaction; lower overall morale (Jirovee et al.,
1984; Lawton and Jaffe, 1980), age-integrated housing
(Lawton and Jaffee, 1980; Sherman et al. 1976) and age
density of community (Akers et al. 1987).
Taub et al. (1984) in a study of Chicago neighbor
hood found that even in neighborhoods where crime rates
were high fear was not a problem if neighborhood
housing was appreciating, recreational amenities were
available and steps were being taken to deal with
crime.
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Skogen and Maxfield (1981) incorporated measures of
community integration and perceptions of neighborhood
crime and disorder problems. They found an inverse
relationship between fear and levels of crime.
Braungart et al. (1980) reported no association
between fear and community size from a national pro
bability sample of adults, but Smith (1976) stated that
the size of the community influences the perception and
fear within that community. Similar findings were
reported by Clemente and Kleinman (1978), who found
city-size to be a strong predictor of fear.
In the review of literature on fear of crime, we
have indicated why people fear crime. This fear was
based on sociodemographic and neighborhood character
istics. The following section of the review will con
centrate on reactions to fear of crime by citizens.
C Reactions to Fear of Crime; Constrained Behavior
Fear of crime and victimization have altered the
lifestyles of countless individuals (Furstenburg,
1971). People of all races, ethnic groups, and the aged
are known to stay behind locked doors, avoid public
transportation, shun shopping, decline outside enter
tainment, avoid involvement with strangers because of
fear of crime.
Research on behavioral responses to fear of crime
indicate that fear affects victims in the following
ways:
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1. Negative Psychological Effects
People live in a state of constant anxiety, because
of fear of crime. They avoid strangers, alter their
daily living habits, curtail sociability, and refuse to
trust others (Clemente and Kleinman, 1977; Toseland,
1982; Brooks, 1974; Conklin, 1971; Ennis, 1967; Holden,
1969) .
2. Negative Social Effects
Fear of crime (and its consequences) are now
considered to be a leading social problem (Lewis and
Salem, 1986; Liska et al. 1988). As a social problem,
several consequences of fear of crime are notable
(i.e., constraining social interaction and promoting
social isolation: generating psychological reactions
and fear of possible victimization - feelings of
anxiety, mistrust, alienation, and mental anguish - all
are very well documented (Taylor and Hale, 1986; Lewis
and Salem, 1986; Liska et al. 1988; Clemente and
Kleinman, 1977; Conklin, 1971; Garofalo, 1979; Yin and
Anderson, 1981).
We have allowed ourselves to degenerate
to the point where we're living like
animals. We live behind burglar bars
and throw a collection of door locks at
night and set an alarm and lay down
with a loaded shotgun beside the bed
and then try to get some rest
(Johnson, 1981).
Previous researchers on personal behavioral
responses to fear of crime have assumed that people who
fear crime constrain their behaviors to safe areas and
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streets at certain periods during the day and night,
and avoid unsafe places. Those unable to practice these
restraints remain at home because they are afraid to go
out on the streets - even in some cases in their own
neighborhoods. However, research demonstrates only a
weak link between fear of crime and constrained social
behavior (Clark and Lewis, 1982; Garofalo, 1979;
Hartnagel, 1979; Skogen and Maxfield, 1981; Yin, 1985).
Liska et al. (1988) suggest that these weak and
inconsistent findings on the effect of fear on social
behavior are attributable to two explanations. First,
the effects underlying the relation between fear and
social behavior may be reciprocal, rather than uni-
dimensional, i.e., fear may constrain social behavior
and thus, in turn, lead to protective behavior, which
may in turn reduce the fear of crime (DeFronzo, 1979).
Second, the effect of fear on behavior may vary with
specific social statuses, i.e., different age, sex, and
marital status categories may respond differently to
fear of crime. Previous research assumes that the
effect of fear on social behavior is the same for
people of all social statuses.
Liska et al. (1987) in their analysis of the reci
procal relationship between fear of crime and con
straints on social behavior suggest that both are
part of a positive escalating loop - wherein fear
constrains social behavior which in turn increases
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fear. They found this looping effect escalates with
age. That is, the elderly (65 years or over) are likely
to have stronger loop effects (fear of crime increases
constraints on social behavior which in turn increases
fear of crime) than the non-elderly population (less
than 65 years).
3. Personal/Protective Measures
In reaction to the spreading fear, Americans are
arming themselves with guns as though they still lived
in frontier days. They are buying guard dogs and supp
lies of mace. Locksmiths and burglar-alarm businesses
are flourishing, as are classes in karate and target
shooting. Many city sidewalks are a muggers' mecca at
night; the elderly dread walking anywhere, even in
broad day-light (Johnson, 1981).
The research on protective measures and property
protective devices is inconclusive (DeFronzo, 1979;
Lizotte and Bordue, 1980; Skogen and Maxfield, 1981).
An attempt is made in this study to describe some of
the protective measures adpoted. They are categorized
under two sections:
a. Communities (collective) protective measures against
crime
The major response to the problem of unprotected,
low-density neighborhoods has been the Neiahborhood
Watch—where the neighbors keep watch on one another's
house or property (Sherman, 1985).
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Leavrakas (1982); Levin (1983); Pennell (1978);
Percy (1979) provided two other strategies - protective
escorting and block watching. Neighborhood Watch strat
egy has gained positive responses not only from the
community, but also from the law enforcement agencies.
Other strategies include the National Sheriff's Asso
ciation, Neighborhood Love Programs, Associated Fed
eration of Women Clubs, Helping Hands Programs, Cop-
of-the-Block and several youth preventions programs.
The National Institute of Justice Crime file illus
trated three general types of new programs:
(1) Community organizing - mobilization of citizen
involvement in local crime prevention, such as
neighborhood watch, (2) Store-fronts - setting up of
police facilities, and (3) Neighborhood foot patrol.
But most the neighborhood watch programs are in urban
communities.
b. Individual's protective measures against crime:
There is a wide range of individual protective measures
against crime, ranging from participation in programs,
property identification etc. The preventive measures
adopted are: dead bolts, security for sliding glass,
auxiliary locks for all doors, self analysis for home
security, burglary alarms, night lighting for the home,
pad locks for outside buildings.
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When going out, more than six of 10
Americans keep their doors locked
while riding or sitting in cars.
More than six of 10 telephone a
friend or a relative to advise
that they have returned safely.
About half say that they plan their
travel routes to avoid known danger
ous places, and more than seven of 10,
when going away for a weekend, ask
someone to watch their homes.
More than eight out of 10 Americans
protect their homes by always keeping
doors locked and asking people to
identify themselves permitting entry,
and over half of the population main
tain extra locks on their doors
(The Figgie Report, 1980).
Other measures are: watch dogs, doorknob locks,
security alarms, monitors, security chains, window
locks, and automatic timers. Most of the urban resi
dents have several of the preventive/protective
measures mentioned, but the rural residents mainly
possess some type of firearms or have watch dogs, etc.
According to the literature released by the
National Institute of Justice (1985) the comprehensive
efforts to improve neighborhood safety will probably
include both organizational and environmental elements.
Conclusiont
Although this review in no way exhausts the vast
body of research on the fear of crime phenomenon, it
does summarize the major findings in the field. Even
though, there were variations in the relationship of
various characteristics pertinent to the study of fear
°f crime, some of the consistent findings are:
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* Older people are more likely to fear crime than
younger people.
* Females fear crime more than males.
* Unmarried fear crime than married.
* People with lower income fear crime more than
those with higher income.
* Blacks are more likely to fear crime than whites.
* People residing in high crime areas exhibited
greater fear than residents of low crime areas.
* Residents in multi family dwellings fear crime
more than those in single family dwellings.
* People residing in neighborhoods with major
throughfares fear crime more than people residing
in neighborhoods with one or two way neighborhood
streets.
The relationship between fear of crime and re
actions to fear of crime is not a simple one. In many
cases, it is necessary to look beyond people's direct
and personal experiences to understand what they think
about crime and how they react to it. High levels of
fear expressed in the present and related studies do
not always go with what people do about crime. In part
icular, the rate at which incidences are reported to
the police by victims is surprisingly low even in major
crime categories (U. S. Department of Justice, 1979).
Many investigators have conducted research on the
causes of fear of crime, but few investigators, have
paid attention to the reactions of the fear of crime.
As pointed out in "The Figgie Report in 1980", there is
a wide discrepancy between the incidence of crime and
fear of crime which needs serious attention.
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The next chapter deals with the methodology and
explains how data was obtained in different communities
within the two cities of Washington, D.C. and Atlanta,
Georgia to look at blacks fear of crime. The two stu
dies utilized specific characteristics — one dealing
with sociodemographic characteristics and the other
dealing with the physical characteristics of the
neighborhoods towards fear of crime and its reactions
to fear of crime. This review is a comprehensive exam
ination of these two different aspects of fear of crime
and reactions to fear of crime.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This chapter sets forth the methodology adopted for
the analysis of the data. This study analysis secondary
data on individual's perceptions of crime in black
neighborhoods in Washington, D.C. and Atlanta, Georgia.
Data was obtained from two studies.
1- Research on Minority Neighborhoods: Toward an
Understanding of the Relationship Between Race and
Crime. This study focused on the community structures
(social processes) relating to crime among blacks.
2- Safe and Secure Neighborhoods: Physical Character
istics and Informal Territorial Control in High and Low
Crime Neighborhoods. The study focused on how some
urban neighborhoods maintain a relatively low level of
crime despite their close physical proximity and social
similarity to high crime areas (Greenberg, et al.
1980).
The research design is adopted from both the
studies and is formulated as follows:
Criteria for the selection of the research
sites
Data collection methods
Selection of the research sites
Proposed analytical procedures
Survey results of both the studies.
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Criteria for the Selection of the Research sites
1. Racial Composition: Using local and regional census
information, the racial composition of each tract was
determined. Only tracts with a majority of black
residents (60% or more) were selected for further
consideration. Most tracts selected had approximately
90% blacks.
Greenberg selected three pairs of neighborhoods in
Atlanta, Georgia (high crime and low crime). Those
neighborhoods were defined on the basis of homogeneity
and natural boundaries, i.e., whether an area selected
as the research site was surrounded by high crime or
low crime neighborhood or by railroads or expressways.
The neighborhoods selected for the analysis had
majority black populations.
2. Density: Density for the two cities was calculated
differently. In Washington, D.c. the relative density
was determined by a quartile distribution based upon
population per acre. They were calculated as follows:
(a) highest density: 42.5 persons per acre and over,
(b) next highest density: 22 to 42.2 persons per acre,
(c) next highest density: 13.4 to 21.9 persons per
acre, and *
(d) lower density: .0 to 13.3 persons per acre.
(a) and (d) quartiles of density were used as the
criteria in the low income neighborhoods and middle
income neighborhoods.
In Atlanta for both studies, the relative density
rate was based on person's per acre which was 12.66.
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The mean for the city was 8.46 per acre.
In the Debro study, four census tracts were
selected within each city. These census tracts were
differentiated by income and crime rates.
3. Income: The income level varied according to the
city and was classified as per 1978 census figures on
National Incomes in Washington, D.C.: (a) low-income
was $11,500 or less, (b) middle-income was $11,000 -
20,000, and (c) high-income was $20,000 and more. In
Atlanta (for both studies): (a) low-income was $8,000
or less, (b) middle-income was $8,100 to $25,000, and
(c) high-income was $25,100 and above.
4. Crime Rates: In the Debro study the crime rate was
based on the number or reported offenses "known to the
police". The mean crime rate for all residential tracts
was found to be 65.3 offenses per 1,000 population with
a standard deviation of plus or minus 3.42.
In the Greenberg study the crime rates were based
on: (1) criminal justice mapping by census blocks for
the entire city, and (2) crime rates in the eight major
categories. Analysis of crime rates by R.L. Polk
"Profiles of Change" (1977/78) was utilized. This
profile utilizes:
(a) Crimes per 100 households for residential
burglary,
(b) crimes per 100 commercial establishments for
commercial burglary, and
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(c) crimes per 1,000 population for murder, rape,
robbery, assault, larceny, auto theft, and total
crimes.
Data Collection Methods
In the Debro study four communities within each of
the two cities were selected. They were (1) low-income,
high crime; (2) middle-income, high crime; (3)
low-income, low crime; and (4) middle-income, low
crime. These communities were selected based on census
tracts. Each tract had to have a population range of
3,000 - 5,000 people. This range was selected for the
following reasons:
1. it provided a workable number of people from
which to select potential respondents,
2. most census tracts fall within the range of
3,000 - 5,000,
3. selecting census tracts with populations that
exceeded that number would have made the random
selection process too time consuming, and
4. selecting census tracts with populations less
than that number would not have provided a
sufficient number of potential respondents
through random selection.
In order to insure representativeness, a total of
100 respondents, stratified by age per community (i.e.,
per census tract) were selected. The actual sampling
involved a two-stage systematic procedure which may be
summarized as follows:
1. A listing of all streets and households
addresses in each of the chosen tracts was
procured from local regional planning agencies.
2. From randomly generated numbers, each street was
assigned a number.
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3. Every third street within each tract was
systematically chosen.
4. From the list of chosen streets, every fifth
house was then systematically selected until a
maximum of 300 addresses were reached.
5. Interviewers assigned to particular tracts were
instructed to find their respondents from the
list of the 300 addresses given to them.
A survey questionnaire was designed and contained
some 111 items, data was collected on the following
eight topics:
1. Crime and the fear of crime (31 items)
2. Community services (6 items)
3. Community co-hesion (15 items)
4. Seriousness of crime definitions (7 items)
5. Perceptions of the community (8 items)
6. Perceptions of self-worth (9 items)
7. Education and school experience (9 items)
8. Sociodmographic data (26 items)
The following variables were the focus of this study:
1. Independent Variables -
(a) Age, (b) gender, (c) marital status, (d) income,
and (e) residence (high or low crime neighborhoods).
2. Dependent Variable -
(a) fear of crime and (b) reactions to fear of
crime.
In the Greenberg study, a sample of 100 responses
from each neighborhood were sought (a sample of 132
households per neighborhood were selected). Simple
random sampling of households involved stratified
design procedure, which were as follows:
1. The sampling frame for each neighborhood
consisting of a list of residential properties
were located.
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2. The sampling units were individual housing
units.
3. Sample strafication was achieved by sorting the
list of properties within a neighborhood by the
number of housing units per property and by ID
code.
4. A zoned selection procedure developed by Chromy
(1979) was utilized to select one housing unit
from each of 132 equal-sized zones for each
neighborhood list.
5. Households in selected properties were then
selected and a simple random sample of the
specified number of households was identified.
6. One respondent from each household was randomly
selected.
The sample size consisted of 523 respondents living
in neighborhoods adjacent and matched by racial
composition and economic status, but having different
crime rates.
The instruments used to measure the various
dimensions of territoriality were:
1. Spatial Identity
2. Local Ties
3. Social Cohesion and
4. Informal Social Control
Other items included reactions to crime (which were
fear, avoidance, protection mechanisms), assessment of
the amounts and kinds of neighborhood problems,
victimization, and demographic characteristics.
The following variables were the focus of this study:
1. Independent Variables -
(a) building structure, (b) street design, and
(c) land use.
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2. Dependent Variable -
(a) fear of crime and (b) reactions to fear of
crime.
Selection of Research sites
The Debro study adopted the following criteria for
the selection of the research sites: (a) income,
(b) crime, (c) population and (d) density of the
community. Table 1 indicates the census tracks that
were selected.
Greenberg identified seven pairs of neighborhoods
for study. They were: (1) Virginia Highland and
Morningside Lenox, (2) Pittsburgh and Mechanicsville,
(3) Dixie Hills and Grove Park, (4) Peoplestown and
Summerhill, (5) Peachtree Height East and Garden Hills,
(6) South Atlanta and Lakewood Heights, and
(7) Thomasville and Leila Valley.
Only two pairs of neighborhoods were selected as
research sites for further analysis, because of large
black population.
(1) Dixie Hills and Grove Park (lower-middle income
black neighborhoods)
(2) Pittsburgh and Mechanicsville (low-income black
neighborhoods).
Figures 1 and 2 portray the characteritics of
the two research sites.
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Table 1
Criteria for the Selection of Research Sites







Low income - High Crime
Washington 46
Atlanta 22
Middle Income - Low Crime
95.3Washington
Atlanta 79
Low income - Low crime
Washington 68.1
Atlanta 60























































Characteristics of Dixie Hills and Grove Park
Location! Both the neighborhoods are approximately four
miles west of the central business district.
The northern border and eastern border of
Dixie Hill is the four-lane collector street,
railroad and expressway on the southern
border and on the west is bordered by the
expressway. Grove Park is surrounded by a
creek on the north side, four-lane collector
street on the south, two-lane collector's
street on the east and by small neighborhood
streets on the west. There are several parks
scattered through out the neighborhood.
Street Designi Curving drives and cul-de-sacs




96.5% in Dixie Hill and 96.6% in
Grove dwellings Park
92.2% in Dixie Hill and 85.2% in
Grove dwellings Park
Occupation - lower than the city's average in
percentages of professional and
managers
Home Ownership
and vacancy - higher than the city's average in
owner occupancy
Crime Rate; twice as higher in Grove Park than Dixie
Hill, which was measured by crimes per




Characteristics of Pittsburgh and Mechanicsville
Location: Both the neighborhoods are surrounded by
railroad lines, expressways, or major
thoroughfares. Pittsburgh is south of
Mechanicsville, which is south of the central
business district. The two neighborhoods are
separated by a railroad and a industrail
strip. Both the neighborhoods have parks
scattered through out.
There were intra-neighborhood differences - The
north and south section of Mechanicsville under went a
shift in population and housing characteristics. The
southern half of Mechanicsville was more suitable for
comparsion than the northern half.
Street Design; Dense grid form
Income; Low income neighborhood
Sociodemographic Status;




lower percentage of female headed
household with children in
Pittsburgh than Mechanicsville




and vacancy higher percentage in owner
occupancy in Pittsburgh than
Mechanicsville.
Crime Rate: twice higher in Mechanicsville than in




Different techniques were utilized by the authors
in analyzing the two data sets. Debro et al. analyzed
their data by utilizing two multivariate techniques,
i. e., factor analysis and Guttman scaling.
Greenberg et al. analyzed their data by utilizing
T-test, a multivariate analysis of subjective reactions
to crime. The data from the two sets could not be
aggregated, which made the comparison difficult. It was
possible to compare and contrast separate indicators
from both sets, which were conceptually similar. The
procedures employed in analyzing both sets were as
follows:
1. Debro's data set was analyzed by sociodemographic
characteristics utilizing descriptive procedures for
the total sample.
2. Greenberg's data was analyzed utilizing questions
based on physical characteristics of the neighbor
hood, i.e., land use, building structure, and street
type in their relationship to fear of crime and
reactions to fear of crime.
Manor survey results of both studies
Debro et al. survey results indicated the
following:
* No significant difference in results between the
cities, in regards to any characteristics.
* Blacks in low-income, high-crime tracts have the
greatest fear of crime. Those in middle-income,
low-crime tract having the least fear.
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* Low-income, high-crime tract residents perceive
themselves as being the least safe during days or
nights.
Greenberg results on the physical characteristics
of the neighborhoods were the following:
* There was no significant differences in land use
in low and high crime neighborhoods. Low crime
neighborhoods have more residential properties,
less commercial establishment, less vacant land
and vice versa.
* Housing units per structure were highly
significant for all three matched neighborhoods.
* There was a significant differences in the street
type in low and high crime neighborhoods. Low
crime neighborhoods have one or two-way neighbor
hood streets and the high crime neighborhoods
have major throughfares.
* Residents in high crime neighborhoods were aware
of dangers, but did not engage in avoidance or
protective measures.
The following chapter deals with the presentation
of the findings from the two data sets.
CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS
The analysis is separated into two sections.
Section I, consists of an analysis of the Debro data
set utilizing descriptive procedures. Section II,
discusses the findings from the Greenberg study. Each
data set is analyzed based on questions in the survey
which related to fear of crime, perceptions of crime
and constraints utilized by the respondents.
Efforts were made to collapse categories, to review
perceptions of increasing crime, to review attitudes of
the police by respondents, to compare the effects of
physical space and structure on perceptions of crime,
but none of this analysis showed any significant
difference in results thus the more convenient analysis
was to follow the below three stages.
1. Describe the respondents by sociodemographic
background and relating those variables to fear
of crime.
2. Analyze perceptions of fear of crime based on
the overall sample of respondents, and
3. Discuss the reactions to fear of crime by
sociodemographic characteristics.
Section I
Description of the Respondents; Table 2
1. Neighborhood: Residents were separated according to
low crime and high crime areas. Fifty-five percent of
the residents lived in high crime areas and 45% lived
in low crime areas.
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In initial analysis, Debro found that blacks who
lived in high crime areas expressed more fear of crime.
Upon closer analysis, it seems that those blacks who
live in high crime areas may not fear crime at the same
rate as those who live in low crime areas.
2. Age: The majority of persons interviewed were in the
40-64 age group. In the initial sample design, respond
ents were supposed to be stratified by age group repre
sentation based on nationwide crime statistics for
1979. In the age group 15-18, 27 respondents per tract
were needed; 19-24 year olds, 26 interviews were
needed; 25 and over, 47 respondents per tract. These
expectations were not reached in the survey.
Age groups were collapsed for this analysis into
the following categories, i.e., 15-25 which represented
13% of the population; 20-39, which represented 21% and
40-64 which represented 46% of the respondents. The
older age group represented those persons who owned
homes in the census tracts.
3. Gender: Forty-one percent respondents were males 58%
were females.
4. Marital Status: Thirty-four percent of the residents
were "married", 41% were unmarried. The unmarried
category was collapsed and included those persons who
were divorced, separated, etc for further analysis.
5. Income: Twenty-six percent of the respondents were
middle income, while 23% were low income category.
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Table 2
Distribution of Respondent's By Sociodemographic














































































The fear of crime bv sociodemoaraphic character
istics as indicated in Table 3
1. Neighborhood
High Crime Neighborhoods: Eighteen percent in the
high crime census tracks responded that they felt "very
safe", and 4% responded being "very unsafe".
Low Crime Neighborhoods: Eighteen percent of the
respondents reported being "very safe" with 1% of the
residents reporting being "very unsafe" in low crime
neighborhoods. This differences was significant at
.0033.
This difference is unexpected because one would
expect residents in high crime census tracks to express
greater fear than those in low crime census tracks. The
percentages of feeling very safe were identical in both
neighborhoods. There is something that occurs in high
crime neighborhoods that leads to a certain calmness of
the community, despite the potential volatility of that
neighborhood. It could be that people disregard the
sudden violent acts that occur on daily basis, or it
could be that people just pretend that violence just
does not occur.
2. Age: The age specific rates indicate that the
15-19 age group is more likely to feel safer than the
64 and over age group, even though they are more
victimized. Of the 621 respondents, 13 percent in the
age group 15-25 years felt "very safe" while 5% in the
age group 60 and above years felt "very safe". These
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differences were statistically significant.
Teenagers see themselves as invincible, thus they
do not feel threatened in most environments. If
violence does occur on a regular basis, teenager tend
to forget and only remember the good times that had in
the neighborhood.
Evidence indicate that the elderly feel more
threatened and are much more fearful than any other age
group. Black elderly utilize constraining measure such
as bars on windows, numerous locks on doors, dogs,
alarm systems, etc. There is evidence to indicate that
black elderly are treated "special" in low and middle
income communities regardless of income. This evidence
tends to indicate that black elderly are given much
more respect and are victimized less often. This
"respect" is magnified in black church within the
community. Additional studies are needed to further
verify this assumption.
3. Gender: There is a significant difference between
fear of crime and gender, with females being more
fearful than males. Twenty-one percent of the males
reported being "very safe", with 15% of the females
reporting feeling "very safe". Four percent of the
females and .3% of the males reported being "very
unsafe".
4. Income: A very significant difference was noted
between income and fear of crime. The lower the income,
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the more fear.
5. Marital Status: Thirty-five percent of unmarried and
60% of the married persons responded being "very safe",
"reasonably safe", and "somewhat unsafe" respectively.
This finding is consistent with the general finding
that being married is safer.
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Table 3
Perception of Fear of Crime by sociodemographic
Characteristics (N = 621)
VS RS SW US VUS
No. Pet. No. Pet. No. Pet. No. Pet.
1. Neighborhood
Crime:
High Crime 112 18.4 116 19.0 82 13.5 23 3.8
LOW Crime 108 17.7 114 18.7 48 7.9 6 1.0
Chi-Square = 13.73328, p = .0033














































Chi-Square = 13.15286, p = .1558























































Chi-Square = 30.08620, p = .0000
Missing Observations = 12
5. Marital Status:
Married 134 22.5 134 22.5 92 15.5 22 3.7
Unmarried 78 13.1 90 15.1 38 6.4 7 1.2
Chi-Square = 6.11647, p = .1061
Missing Observations =26
VS - Very Safe
RS - Reasonably Safe
SW US - Somewhat Safe
VUS - Very Unsafe
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Perception of Fear of Crime During the Day and During
the Night as Indicated in Table 4 for the Totgi sample
Table 4 explains fear of crime, during the day and
during the night.
(a) Seventy percent stated that they felt "very safe",
while 21% replied being "reasonably safe". Three
percent felt "somewhat unsafe" and 3% felt "very
unsafe" during the day.
(b) Thirty-four percent of the residents felt "very
safe," 26% "reasonably safe", 18% felt "somewhat
unsafe" and 18% felt "very unsafe" at night.
Findings are consistent with the literature
indicating that people are safer during the day than at
night.
Most of the respondents felt safe at night which is
contrary to most of the literature which indicates that
most persons in large urban communities feel unsafe
when walking in their community or when walking in the
city at night. The findings seem to indicate that in
the two predominantly black cities, respondents who are
black feel quite comfortable in that environment
regardless of income or social status.
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Table 4
Perception of Fear of Crime During the Day and
During the Night (N = 621)


























Perception of Crime by Community Crima Rate and Income
Table 5 is concerned with whether or not crime is a
problem in the community. Seventeen percent of the
residents in low income, high crime census tracks saw
crime as problem. In the middle income, high crime
census tracks, only 8% reported that crime was a "big
problem".
Perception of Fear of crime During the Day by Crime and
Income
Table 6 requested the respondents to answer whether or
not they felt safe during the day. Most felt safe, with
only 5% of the middle income, high crime census tracks
reporting being "unsafe". Within the low income, high
crime census tracks only 3% felt "unsafe".
The middle income, high crime are more fearful
during the day. While the difference between middle
income, high crime and low income, high crime census
tracks are not large, it does indicate that persons in
middle income, high crime are somewhat more fearful
than persons in low income, high crime areas. This
difference may be attributed to a tolerance of crime in
low income areas.
Perception of Fear of Crime at Night by crime and
Income
Table 7 Blacks seem to perceive themselves as being




Perception of Crime by community crime Rate and





















































N P - Not a Problem
SW P - Somewhat a Problem
B P - Big Problem
Missing Observation = 12
M I - L C = Middle Income - low Crime Neighborhoods
L I - L C = Low Income - Low Crime Neighborhoods
M I - H C = Middle Income - High Crime Neighborhoods
L I - H C = Low Income - High Crime Neighborhoods
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Table 6
Perception of Fear of Crime During the Day by







































































VS - Very Safe
RS - Reasonably Safe
SW US - Somewhat Unsafe
VUS - Very Unsafe
Missing Observation = 5
M I - L C = Middle Income - low Crime Neighborhoods
L I - L C = Low Income - Low Crime Neighborhoods
M I - H C = Middle Income - High Crime Neighborhoods
L I - H C = Low Income - High Crime Neighborhoods
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Table 7
Perception of Fear of Crime During the Night by































































VS - Very Safe
RS - Reasonably Safe
SW US - Somewhat Unsafe
VUS - Very Unsafe
Missing Observation = 112
M I - L C = Middle Income - low Crime Neighborhoods
L I - L C = Low Income - Low Crime Neighborhoods
M I - H C = Middle Income - High Crime Neighborhoods
L I - H C = Low Income - High Crime Neighborhoods
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3) Reactions to Fear of crime by Sociodemoaraphio
Characteristics as Indicated in Table 8
Table 8 is concerned with constraints on behavior
because of fear of crime. Respondents were asked if
they constrained their behavior in two census tracks
(high and low crime). Age, gender, income and marital
status were the other variables utilized in this table.
While blacks indicated that they felt safe in their
neighborhoods, they also indicated that they
constrained their behavior at a high level. This
constrained behavior may be related to why they feel
safe.
1. Neighborhood: Forty percent of the population in the
high crime tracks and 27% in the low crime census
tracks replied that they had constrained their behavior
due to fear.
2. Age: Younger people constrained their behavior more
than older. In all categories (15-25, 26-39, 40-64
yrs), behavior was constrained at a higher level than
the elderly. This finding is not consistent with the
Debro study nor with the literature. This finding may
be somewhat flawed because the data represents the
total sample of 621 respondents across all income
levels.
3. Gender: A very significant difference was found with
more females (37%) constraining their behavior than
males (23%).
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4. Income: There is a significant difference between
income and constrained behavior due to fear of crime.
Low income people constrain behavior at a higher
rate than people with high income. Twenty-five percent
in the middle income category and 36% in the low income
category responded that they had constrained their
behavior.
5. Marital Status: Marital status tends to have a
sobering effect upon individuals. People tend not to be
in single bars, not to be on the streets, out late at
night, not to hang out in places that are crime
infested. Constrained behavior becomes much more
important to couples because they have to worry about




Constraints on Behavior by Soeiodemographic
Variables (N = 621)
Yes No
No. Pet. No. Pet.
1. Neighborhood
Crime:
High Crime 206 33.2 126 20.3
Low Crime 162 26.1 113 18.2
Chi-Square = 12.30682, p = .0007
Missing Observations = 4
2. Age:
15-25 yrs 139 22.3
26-39 yrs 69 11.1
40-64 yrs 96 15.4
65 - above 64 10.3
Chi-Square = 15.74766, p = .0124
Missing Observations = 14
3. Gender:
Male 140 22.5 111 17.9
Female 222 35.7 126 20.3
Chi-Square = 3.91887, p = .0477
Missing Observations = 22
4. Income:
Middle 150 24.1 142 22.9
LOW 217 34.9 97 15.6
Chi-Square = 20.59402, p = .0000
























Chi-Square = 0.06166, p = .8039
Missing Observations = 27
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Discussion
The Debro data looked at the relationship between
Race and Crime in eight neighborhoods. Four neighbor
hoods in Washington, D.C. and four in Atlanta, Georgia.
All of the neighborhoods were predominantly black with
populations in excess of 5,000 persons. Neighborhoods
were classified by income and crime rates. Two middle
income, two low income and two low crime, two high
crime neighborhoods.
Selective variables were taken from the study to
analyze fear of crime among blacks. Most of the
questions related to safeness, avoidance and protective
measures.
In high crime, low income census tracks, Debro
found that the elderly were much more fearful, that
married people constrained their behavior, that women
were much more fearful than men and that single people
feared crime less than all other groups.
In low crime census tracks, whether middle or low
income, less people were fearful, but people took
protective measures. They constrained behavior did not
go out alone at night.
Contrary to Debro's findings, my findings indicated
the following:
1. Younger adults did not fear crime, but they did
constrain their behavior more than the elderly.
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2. A slight difference existed between middle
income, high crime and low income, high crime
census tracks in relation to perception of crime
and fear of crime.
3. The unmarried constrained their behavior more
than the married.
Specific constraints on behavior included more
locks, closer watch over children, not carrying large
amounts of money, established neighborhood watch,
travelling in groups, use of additional bright lights,
more burglary alarms, avoiding high crime risk areas
at night etc.
Section II
This section analyze the Greenberg study. The data
are analyzed in three stages:
1. Sociodemographic characteristics of the respond
ents in high and low crime neighborhoods
2. Physical characteristics of the neighborhoods
and crime, and
3. Reactions to fear of crime (avoidance and
protective measures).
Discussion of the Analysis
Three pairs of neighborhoods were selected by
Greenberg as the survey sample, but two pairs of black
neighborhoods were utilized for this study. These pairs
were adjacent and similar in racial composition and
economic status but different in crime levels. Table 9
indicates the distribution of the respondents in each
of the two neighborhoods along with their crime
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descriptives.
(1) Sociodemoaraphic Characteritics of the Respondents
in High and Low Crime Neighborhoods; Table 10
Greenberg et al. (1980) conducted a comparative
analysis between respondents in the two pairs of low
and high crime neighborhoods. No significant difference
was found for the following variables: Age, gender and
race among the residents of Grove Park/Dixie Hill and
Mechanicsville/Pittsburgh.
The only variable that showed a significant
difference was income of the respondents. The income
level of the residents in Grove Park (high crime) was
higher than the residents in Dixie Hill (low crime).
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Table 9
Distribution of the Respondents in Six Neighborhoods
and High and Low neighborhoods (N=523)
Neighborhoods Crime No. Pet.
Grove Park (HCN) 87 16.63
Dixie Hill (LCN) 93 17.78
Mechanicsville (HCN) 87 16.63
Pittsburgh (LCN) 93 17.78
HCN - High Crime Neighborhoods
LCN - Low Crime Neighborhoods
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Table 10
Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Respondents in






































HCN - High Crime Neighborhood
LCN - Low Crime Neighborhood
M - Male Respondents
Significance level = .05 or above
Source: Household Survey/Greenberg et al. (1980).
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(2) Physical characteristics of the neighborhoods and
crime rates
Greenberg et al. (1980) compared the type and
distribution of (a) land use, (b) housing type, (c)
street type and (d) characteristics of neighborhood
boundaries between matched, adjacent high and low crime
neighborhoods.
(a) Land use: Land use is one of the most important
variables in determining crime and non crime neighbor
hoods. Vacant apartments, vacant lots increase crime.
Table 11 indicates significant differences in land use
between high and low crime neighborhoods. However, land
use in the selected pairs varied by neighborhood crime
and income level.
Grove Park (high crime) had more commercial estab
lishments (4%) and more vacant land (16%) than Dixie
Hill (low crime) with 2% of commercial establishment
and a lesser percentage of vacant land (12%). Both had
more residential properties with 79% and 84% respect
ively. This distribution was similar to the two pairs
of selected neighborhoods.
High income and low crime neighborhoods had more
residential properties, less commercial establishments
and less vacant land. For example: Dixie Hill and
Pittsburgh had more residential properties with 84% and
72%, less commercial land use (2% and 6%), and less
vacant land (12% and 19%) respectively.
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Low income, high crime neighborhoods had more
residential properties, more vacant land. Grove Park
and Mechanicsville had more residential properties (79%
and 52%), more vacant land with 16% and 38%
respectively.
Residential properties and vacant land acted as
criteria for differentiation in the low and high crime
neighborhoods in the selected pairs of the neighborhood
(Grove Park/Dixie Hills and Mechanicsville/Pittsburgh).
(b) Housing Type: The two neighborhood pairs had
significant differences in the number of housing units
per structure.
Table 12 indicates the housing characteristics in
low and high crime neighborhoods. Age, gender, race and
income did not vary. The only variable which showed any
variation was the neighborhood.
Dixie Hills and Pittsburgh (low crime neighbor
hoods) had more single family dwellings (92% and 71%)
than Grove Park and Mechanicsville (high crime
neighborhoods) with 85% and 54% respectively.
Greenberg found a strong relationship between
single family dwellings and low crime neighborhoods,



















Residential 79.1 83.7 51.7 72.5
Other Resi. o.l o.l l.i 0.05
Commercial 4.1 1.9 5.5 5.7
Manufacturing o.O 0.0 1.7 0.6
Cultural o.O 0.0 0.0 o.l
Parks/recre. 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.3
Vacant land 15.9 12.1 38.1 19.1
Miscell. 0.5 2.1 1.3 1.7
P = <-01 p = <.oi
GP - Grove Park
DH - Dixie Hills
MV - Mechanicsville
PB - Pittsburgh
LCN - Lower crime neighborhoods
HCN - High crime neighborhoods
Significance level = .05 or above




Percentage Distribution of Housing Characterisitics
















One 85.2 92.5 54.4 70.6
Two-three 12.3 4.5 34.9 27.2
Four-Nine 1.4 1.6 7.0 1.4
Ten or more 1.1 1.5 3.7 0.7
p = <.01 p = <.oi
GP - Grove Park
DH - Dixie Hills
MV - Mechanicsville
PB - Pittsburgh
LCN - Lower crime neighborhoods
HCN - High crime neighborhoods
Significance level = .05 or above
Source: Greenberg et al. (1980)/Atlanta Bureau of
Planning, Plan File.
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(c) Street Type: The way the streets are designed is
another indicator of high and low crime. The more
lanes, the more crime. Street use is referred to as
street type. Table 14 indicates the distribution of
street types in low and high crime neighborhoods.
Grove Park and Mechanicsville (high crime) had 29% and
67% of major throughfares, and Dixie Hill and
Pittsburgh (low crime) had 2% and 32% respectively.
High crime neighborhoods tended to have major
throughfares causing a great deal of movement within
and around the neighborhood more so than the low crime
neighborhoods. Street type and residential land use
systematically made a difference between low and high
crime neighborhoods.
(d) Boundary Characteristics:
External characteristics (rail-roads, expressways,
etc) were considered as important as internal
characteristics (street type, building structure, land
use) in distinguishing between high and low crime
neighborhoods. Expressways, railroads etc, influenced
or attracted outsiders to the neighborhood.
Table 14 indicates the percentage distribution of
boundaries of the neighborhood. Dixie Hill and
Pittsburgh (low crime) had 50% and 58% of the railroads
in the area as the boundary. Grove Park and
Mechanicsville (high crime) had 22% and 69% of the
major streets passing through the area.
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Table 13
Percentage Distribution of Street Type in High















Major 29.1 2.4 66.7 31.6
Throughfare
p = <.O1 p = .01
Neighbor- 29.1 64.3 24.2 44.2
hood
Streets
p = <.01 p = .05
GP - Grove Park
DH - Dixie Hills
MV - Mechanicsville
PB - Pittsburgh
LCN - Lower crime neighborhoods
HCN - High crime neighborhoods
Significance level = .05 or above
Source: Greenberg et al. (1980)/Street type - Atlanta
Bureau of Planning, Major thoroughfare Plan File/Land
use - Atlanta Bureau of Planning, Plan File.
This table does not include the distribution of
commercial land use and residential composition.
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Table 14














GP - Grove Park



































LCN - Lower crime neighborhoods
HCN - High crime neighborhoods
Significance level = .05 or above
Source: Greenberg et al. (1980)/Street type - Atlanta
Bureau of Planning, Major thoroughfare Plan File/Land
use - Atlanta Bureau of Planning, Plan File.
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Neighborhood surrounded by railroads, expressways
etc., act as shields from outsiders, while commercial




Crime rates in two adjacent and similar neighbor
hoods may or may not be affected by the characteristics
of high crime neighborhoods on their borders. High
crime neighborhoods are characterized by low income,
transient residents who victimize people from nearby
neighborhoods.
Table 14 indicates the boundary characteristics. The
two pairs of neighborhood boundaries, Grove Park and
Mechanicsvilla (high crime neighborhood) consisted of
high commercial land use (18% and 37%), major thorough
fares (22% and 69%), which offered no restriction on
the movement of the outsiders into the neighborhood.
Both the low crime neighborhood (Dixie Hill and
Pittsburgh) boundaries had a higher proportion of
railroads (50% and 58%) and expressways (39% and 16%).
As shown in Table 11 and 12, high and low crime
neighborhoods differ systematically. In the pairs of
neighborhoods that Greenberg et al. (1980) selected for
the study, they hypothesized that each of the pairs of
neighborhoods would have a higher crime rate within the
boundaries than the surrounding neighborhoods. However,
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Table 15
Percentage Distribution of Index Crimes Per Block in

























































GP - Grove Park
DH - Dixie Hills
MV - Mechanicsville
PB - Pittsburgh
LCN - Lower crime neighborhoods
HCN - High crime neighborhoods
Significance level = .05 or above
Source: Tape of reported crimes in 1978, Atlanta Bureau
of Police/Greenberg et al. (1980).
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data indicated that areas surrounding the high crime
areas had a higher crime rate than the neighborhood
itself and vice versa.
This suggests that crime from nearby areas may have
increased the crime level in the high crime area of the
pair under study. It also suggests that the differences
in crime rates within the neighborhood pairs do not
appear to be a function of crime levels in surrounding
areas.
Table 15 indicates the differences in crime rates
between the matched neighborhoods. These differences
may or may not be attributed to crime differences in
the boundaries. The only pair of neighborhoods, Grove
Park and Dixie Hills were influenced by the high crime
rate in the boundaries.
Low crime neighborhoods are more affluent, have
a higher rate of home-owner occupancy, and a lower rate
of joblessness. The opposite is true for high crime
neighborhoods. Areas with high unemployment and lower
rates of home owner occupancy have been found to
attract criminal elements.
Greenberg et al. put forth six models which would
predict reactions to crime (within the neighborhood).
Those models are:
(1) Objective; (2) Ecological; (3) Local ties;
(4) Social cohesion; (5) Social control; and
(6) Neighborhood problems.
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(3) Reactions to Crime
Reactions to crime were measured as follows:
(a) Sources of Information about Neighborhood Crime -
this was based on where residents obtained their
information about neighborhood crime, was it from the
media, neighbors, or by personal observation. There
were more residents reporting that the media was the
most important source of information than any other
source.
(b) Assessment of severity of Neighborhood Crime - was
measured on the basis of the response to the question
of "how much crime was within two blocks of home and in
the rest of the neighborhood". Residents from the high
and low crime neighborhoods reported that there was
little or no crime (respectively). They also reported
that whatever crime in the neighborhood was committed
was committed by outsiders.
(c) Fear of Neighborhood Crime: was based on two items
- lack of security and worry of being victimized (see
appendix B for the measurement of these items). The
study reported that there was no significant
differences between the residents of any matched
neighborhood in relation to the fear of crime and its
reactions. But the residents in the selected pair of
neighborhoods reported being fearful and worried about
crime.
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(d) Avoidance and Protective Measures Against Neighbor
hood Crime:
Behavior was analyzed based on what the residents
had done to avoid crime and protect themselves in the
neighborhood (see appendix B for the measurement).
The avoidance measures were: avoid using public
transportation in the neighborhood, having someone
accompany you while going out, staying home at night.
There was no significant difference in the avoidance
index i.e., residents in the selected pair of the
neighborhoods engaged in avoidance behavior.
The protective measures were timers, bars,
neighborhood watch, burglar alarms, joining crime
prevention programs, possession of guns and other
weapons etc. There was a significant differences in
protective measures in one of the matched neighborhoods
(Grove Park/Dixie Hill). Preventive measures were
higher in low crime neighborhoods than in high crime
neighborhoods.
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Greenberg's major finding -
Residents in high crime neighborhoods were aware of
the dangers, but did not engage in avoidance or
protective measures.
The six models that was suggested by Greenberg are:
1. Objective Crime Model: included three measures of
crime (a) high/low crime neighborhood, (b) reported
index crimes per 100 dwelling units, (c) whether or not
the respondent or a household member had been victim
ized in the last year.
Demographic aspects (age, sex, race) and victim
ization exhibited a significant relationship to the
reactions to crime.
Specific reactions:
Pear of Worry over Avoidance Protection
neighborhood crime (fear) measures measures
crime
Females, females, elderly,
blacks, blacks, females, not *
victimized * victimized * blacks *
R2 = .01
2. Ecological Model: (land use) includes the following
variables: presence of commercial properties, major
throughfare, vacant land, residential, single -
dwellings.
Demographic aspects (age, sex, race) indicated a
significant relationship to the reactions to crime.
This model exhibits similar results as the objective
crime model. It also indicates that as the number of
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commercial establishments increases, so does the fear
of crime among the residents.
3. Local Ties Model: (local ties refers to the invol
vement of the residents with community associations).
The variables involved are number of years in the
neighborhood, the number of good friends in the
neighborhood, variety of neighborhood facilities used,
membership in voluntary associations.
Visiting friends/relatives in neighborhood and the
use of the neighborhood facilities increases concern
about crime, there is an exchange of information about
crime which leads to adoptation of protection measures.
4. Social Cohesion Model: (social cohesion consists of
three dimensions - information exchange, emotional
attachment, and shared norms and values). The variables
are: whether the respondents feels a sense of control
over what goes on in the neighborhood, and feels the
neighborhood as being a real home.
A feeling of control over the neighborhood events
lessens both fear and the worry over crime, but the
information exchange increases the fear and the concern
about crime. This concern also leads to adoptation of
avoidance and protective measures.
5. Social Control Model: (social control involves
informal surveillance, movement governing rules, and
direct interventions). The variables are: whether
respondents watch for suspicious looking people in the
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neighborhood, avoidance of areas in the neighborhood,
problems in the neighborhood.
Social control is significantly related to fear and
worry about crime. Fear, worry over crime, avoidance
and protective measures were positively associated with
watching suspicious people and avoiding areas in the
neighborhood.
6. Neighborhood Problems Model: variables included -
whether the respondents felt the neighborhood had got
ten better in the last year, number of disturbances
seen or heard in the neighborhood within the last year,
number of big problems (noisy neighbors, poor care of
property).
Fear, worry over crime and avoidance measures was
positively related to the number of problems and dist
urbances in the neighborhood, while protection measures
was negatively related in high crime neighborhoods.
The analysis indicated that the physical character
istics of the neighborhood along with its crime rates
were significantly related to the residents fear of
crime, and adoptation of avoidance/protective measures.
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Conclusion
This analysis, did not exhaust the many facets or
concerns about crime and fear of crime, but it did
provide some information on fear of crime among
blacks.
Greenberg's data indicates that differences in
physical characteristics of the neighborhood determined
whether or not the area would be high crime or low
crime. Within high crime neighborhoods, she found more
traffic both foot or car. More vacant land, less resi
dential dwellings, more major arteries, etc. The above
physical characteristics in the black neighborhoods
contributed to the fear of crime and to persons
utilizing constraints to prevent victimization.
Her findings suggest that one can reduce crime in
black neighborhoods by maintaining residential pro
perties. While this may be true, this does not occur
in low income neighborhoods and does not subject itself
to community planning. Churches, liquor stores, bars,
pool halls are quite often located next door to res
idential facilities. Black children grow up in these
neighborhoods watching violence. These neighborhoods
create a atmosphere for violence which continuous
throughout their growth. This leads to fear of crime,
which is not something someone thinks about everyday,
but is ever present. If fear of crime is to be reduced
in black neighborhoods in low income urban communities,
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land use must be changed.
It is clear from the above analysis of both the
studies, that the findings provide partial answers to
the complex issue of fear of crime in black communi
ties, hence the need for additional studies.
Chapter V will give an overall summary and con
clusion to this study.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
One of the purpose of this study was to analyze
fear of crime and reactions to fear of crime by
sociodemographic and physical characteristics within
black communities. The study utilized two data sets by
Debro (1981) and Greenberg (1980).
The analysis revealed that certain characteristics
did have a significant impact on the individual's
perception of fear of crime along with safety measures
that they adopted in reaction towards that fear of
crime. That daily lives are dictated by how we perceive
and react to acts of criminal behavior. Whether we go
out at night, walk the streets in the day, run in the
park are all dictated by the concept "fear of crime".
While we can't generalize fear of crime and its
reactions to the entire population, we can indicate
that within these two cities with a large proportion of
blacks, the fear of crime was quite high.
The major findings indicate that blacks have the
same fears as others in terms of crime and that they
also take protective measures to prevent victimization.
The most interesting finding is that blacks in low
income/high crime areas feel safer than blacks in low
crime/middle income areas, and Greenberg's most
important finding was that in low income neighborhood,
residents do not take any precautionary measures to
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protect themselves. This lack of taking precautionary
measures may be due to a "toleration of violence" that
develops within the low income communities over time.
Adolescents and little children grow up in low income
communities seeing and experiencing violence every day.
This finding may reflect what Wolfgang refers to as the
"subculture of violence", i.e., violence becomes a way
of life—it is expected in low income neighborhoods, so
why take precautionary measures. Lack of precautionary
measures may also be due to lack of empowerment within
the community. Low income residents have so little
power, so nothing is done to ensure that violence be
reduced within the community. Finally, resources may
not be available to take precautionary measures, such
as purchasing more locks, better ligting, etc.
Other findings are:
!• Fear of crime during the dav and during the night;
Respondents felt safer during the day than at
night.
2. Fear of Crime by sciodemographic characteristics:
Age; There are variations in the perception of
fear in different age groups.
Gender; Females were more fearful than males.
Income: Residents of low income neighborhoods
expressed more fear than did middle-income
respondents.
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3. Physical Characteristics and Crime:
Land Use; The more the land is used commercially,
the more crime.
Housing Types Single family dwellings exhibited
more crime than multiple family dwellings.
Street Design; High crime neighborhoods had more
major throughfares, more vacant land, more
commercial establishments than low crime
neighborhoods.
Crime Rates; Crime rate within neighborhoods was
not necessarily influenced by crime rates
surrounding the neighborhood.
Boundary Characteristics; The boundaries of low
crime neighborhoods tended to have fewer major
throughfares, and no commercial land use. The
boundaries of high crime neighborhoods tended to
have more railroads and expressways.
4. Reactions to crime; (Constraints on behavior)
By sociodemographic characteristics: females,
married persons, respondents residing in high crime
- low income neighborhoods constrained their
behavior more than persons living in other areas.
Avoidance and Protection Measures;
By sociodemographic characteristics - older,
females, blacks and those who had witnessed
disturbances in the neighborhood were more likely
to avoid public places, stay in at night, avoid
going out alone.
Residents belonging to various community
associations adopted protective measures.
Residents in high crime neighborhoods did not adopt
any kind of protective or avoidance behavior.
Findings from the two studies reveal that past
research on fear of crime remains consistent with the
Debro and Greenberg studies. Racial identity is not an
important variable in determining fear. Blacks are just
as fearful as whites, regardless of income, age, gender
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or marital status.
Both studies did indicate that residents in low
income neighborhoods feared crime more than any other
group. Greenberg did find that residents in low income
areas did not take any precautionary measures, even
though they were aware of the dangers within the
community.
CHAPTER IV
POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
I. Policy Implications from the Study
A. Increase cohesion in neighborhoods.
B. Encourage people to participate in community
organizations such as church, schools, clubs,
recreational activities etc.
C. Redesigning and re-route streets to inhibit
the flow of traffic.
D. Look at specific physical design features that
affect crime at each spatial level of the
residential area.
E. Change design if necessary.
II. Limitations of the Study
A. The Debro study sample was not broken down by
cities.
B. The Greenberg data focused only on a few of
the fear of crime variables.
C. Limited prior research on the black
population.
D. As of now, we just have two studies conducted
in the south. Since these studies were
completed in the early 80s, the trends over
time are not known. Longitudinal research on
fear of crime would provide us a better
insights into the issue of fear of crime.
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E. Comparative studies are needed.
III. FUTURE RESEARCH ISSUES AND DIRECTIONS FOR 1990S:
A. Land use
a) Residential properties should be single-
family dwellings, rather than multi-family
dwellings, particularly in the areas of
public housing.
b) Cities must look to the zoning board to
reduce the kinds of commercial establishments
that are located in the low income - high
crime neighborhoods.
c) Bars, pool halls, liquor stores should not be
located next to residential facilities.
d) The vacant land in the area should be put to
a better use, which would help the community
(set up some recreational activities, play
ground for children, basket ball court etc).
B. Crime Reduction:
a) Cities needs to put together programs and
policies which will create funds to support a
widespread system of security in low income,
high crime neighborhoods.
b) Provide more police surveillance.
C. Awareness of Neighborhood Crime:
a) Residents in low income neighborhoods need to
be made aware of neighborhood crime. Monthly
releases of newsletters or tenant meetings
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should be scheduled regularly,
b) Residents should be provided with opport
unities for social, economic and cultural
enrichment, so that they become more sociable
and less suspicious.
D. Provide more employment opportunities in low
income-high crime neighborhoods.
E. Local governments must provide more resources to
improve the environment within the poor commun
ities: more parks, more lighting, more police
surveillance, more input from the community.
Communities must be empowered to make decisions




The following questions were extracted from both
studies for the analysis
Crime or Fear of Crime?
(a) Not a problem, (b) somewhat a problem, (c)
big problem, and (d) don't know.
A. How safe do you feel (or would you feel) being
out alone in your community during the DAY or at
NIGHT?
(a) very safe, (b) reasonably safe, (c) somewhat
unsafe, (d) very unsafe, and (e) don't know.
B. How safe do you feel your neighborhood is
compared to the rest of Atlanta? Would you say
it is (a) more safe, (b) less safe, or, (c)
about the same.
C. Are there certain areas within two blocks of
your home and also within the neighborhood that
you avoid because you feel they are dangerous?
(a) yes, (b) no, and (c) don't know.
D. How safe is the neighborhoods that borders this
neighborhood?
Would you say that any of them are less safe
than this neighborhood? (a) yes, (b) no, and (c)
don't know.
E. How worried are you about your home being broken
into or entered illegally when no one is home?
Would you say you are (a) very worried, (b)
somewhat worried, (c) just a little worried, (d)
or not at all worried?
F. How worried are you about being held up on the
street, threatened, beaten up, or anything of
that sort within two blocks of your home or
within the rest of the neighborhood?
Would you say you are (a) very worried, (b)
somewhat worried, (c) just a little worried, (d)
or not at all worried?
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Reactions to Fear of Crime:
A. In general, have you limited or changed your
activites in the past few years because of
crime?
(a) yes, (b) no, and (c) don't know.
B. If yes, give examples of those changes in your
activities?
C. How often do you walk around in your
neighborhood? Is it...
(a) every day, (b) several times a week, (c)
once a week, (d) less than once a week, or (e)
never.
D. On these walks do you make a point of looking
out for suspicious people or activities?
(a) yes, (b) no, and (c) don't know.
E. When you are in the two block area around your
home or in the rest of the neighborhoods, do you
make a habit of watching out for suspicious
looking people?
(a) yes, (b) no, and (c) don't know.
F. During the last year, have you done any of the
following to avoid crime in this neighborhood?
Have you ...
1. avoided using local public transportation in
this neighborhood?
2. stayed in at night?
3. arranged to have someone go with you when
going somewhere in the neighborhood?
(a) yes, (b) no, and (c) haven't lived here a
year.
G. In order to protect you and your belongings,
have you done any of the following things while
living in your present residence? Have you ...
(a) had a neighbor pick up your mail and
newspapers while you were away?
(b) had a neighbor keep a watch on your home
while you were away?
(c) engraved identification on valuables?
(d) installed a burglar alarm in your home?
(e) taken other security measures, such as using
timers on your lights, putting bars on your
windows, or adding new locks?
(f) kept a watch dog?
(g) kept a gun aor otther weapon at home?
(h) taken a course in self-defense?
(i) joined a program going on in the
neighborhood to prevent or reduce crime,
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such as neighborhood watch, citizen alert,
block parent, business watch, or a citizen
patrol?
Reactions by some people of their neighbors when
troubles occur is measured by the responses to the
following statements:
A. Neighbors should scold neighborhood children
for fighting,
B. Neighbors should keep an eye out for
suspicious people or events,
C. Neighbors should call the police if a
neighbor's property or home is being
vandalized,
D. Neighbors should use physical force to
assist a neighbor being mugged.
(a) agree, (b) disagree, (c) don't know.
Reactions of trouble in the neighborhood is measured by
the responses to the following statements:
Have you witnessed any kind trouble in your
neighborhood in the last year. Have you seen
or heard:
A. Young people using foul language in the
streets,
B. Young people destroying property,
C. Young people fighting,
D. Suspicious people hanging around,
E. Someone trying to break into a house or car,
F. A mugging or purse snatching?
(a) yes, (b) no, (c) don't know, (d) specify
any other kind of trouble.
Reactions towards trouble (each of the trouble
mentioned above) is measured by the responses to
following question:
When you saw, which of the following did you
do?
Keep an eye on it; call a neighbor; call
police; take some other direct action; do
something else; decide it was none of your
business?
Each of the response for each of the trouble
is coded as -
(a) yes, (b) no (c) specify (other direct
action, something else).
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Akers, Ronald L.; Anthony J. La Greca; and Christine
Sellers
1987 Fear of Crime and Victimization Among the Elderly
in Different Types of Neighborhood. Criminology
25: 487-503.
Balkin, S.
1979 Victimization Rates, Safety, and Fear of Crime.
Social Problem. 26: 343-358.
Baumer, T.L.
1978 "Research on Fear of Crime in the United States."
Victimology 3: 254-264.
Baumer, Terry L. and Albert Hunter.
1979 "Street Traffic, Social Integration, and Fear of
Crime." Evanston, 111.: Center for Urban
Affairs, Northwestern University.
Biderman, A.D.
1967 Report on a Pilot Study in the District of
Columbia on Victimization Attitudes Toward Law
Enforcement. Washington D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office.
Blau, J. and P. Blau.
1982 The Cost of Inequality: Metropolitan Structure
and Violent Crime. American Sociological Review
47: 114-129.
Braungart, Margaret; Richard Braungrat; and William
Hoyer.
1980 Age, Sex, and Social Factors in Fear of Crime.
Sociological Focus 13: 55-66.
Barrow, G.M. and P.A. Smith.
1979 Aging. Ageism, and Society. New York: West
Publishers.
Brooks, J.
1974 The Fear of Crime in the United States. Crime and
Delinguency. 20 (7): 241-244.
Brown, Lee P.
1982 The Inequality of Justice: A Report on Crime and
the Administration of Justice in the Minority
Community, Washington, D.C.: National Ministry of




1979 Formal and Informal Crime Control: An Exploratory
Study of Urban, Suburban, and Rural Orientations,
Sociological Quarterly. 12: 319-327.
Carter, Keith and Lionel J. Beaulieu.
1984 Rural Crime in Florida: A Victimization Study of
The Rural Non-farm Population.
Carroll, L. and P. Jackson.
1983 Inequality, Opportunity, and Crime Rates in
Central Cities. Criminology 21: 178-194.
Chromy, James R.
1979 Sequential Sample Selection Methods. Proceedings
of the Section on Survey Research Methods.
Washington, D.C.: American Statistical
Associations.
Clemente, Frank and Michael B. Kleiman.
1976 "Fear of Crime Among Aged," Gerontologistr
16: 207-210.
1977 "Fear of Crime in the United States: A Multi-
variate Analysis," Social Forces 56: 519-531.
Clark, Alan and Margaret J. Lewis.
1982 Fear of Crime Among the Elderly: An Exploratory
Study. British Journal of Criminology. 22:
519-531.
Conklin, J. E.
1971 Dimensions of Community Response to The Crime
Problem. Social Problems. 18 (3): 373-385.
1975 The Impact of Crime. New York: MacMillan
Publishers.
1976 Robbery, the Elderly, and Fear: An Urban Problem
in Search of a Solution. Crime and the Elderly.
99-110.
1977 Fear of Crime in the United States: A Multi-
variate Analysis. Social Forces. 56: 519-531.
Cook, Fay L. and Thomas D. Cook.
1976 Evaluating the Rhetoric of Crisis: A Case Study
of Criminal Victimization of the Elderly. Social
Science Review,. 50: 632-646.
81
Cook, Fay; Wesley Skogan; Thomas Cook; and George
Antunes.
1978 Criminal Victimization of the Elderly: The
Physical and Economic Consequences. The
Gerontoloaist. 18: 338-349.
Creechan, J. H.; T. F. Hartnagel; and R. A. Silverman.
1978 "Attitudes Toward Crime and Law Enforcement,"
Unpublished Manuscript.
Debro, Julius; Howard Taylor; and J. Reiser.
1981 "Research on Minority Neighborhoods: Toward an
Understanding of the Relationship Between Race
and Crime". Criminal Justice Institute, Atlanta
University. Research funded by National Institute
of Justice, Grant # 80-NI-AX-0003.
Debro, Julius.
1979 "Black-on-Black Crime," Ebonv XXXIV.
DeFronzo, James.
1979 "Fear of Crime and Handgun Ownership."
Criminology. 17: 331-339.
DuBow, Fredric, Edward McCabe, and Gail Kaplan.
1979 Reactions to Crime: A Critical Review of the
Literature. Washington D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office.
Ennis, P.H.
1967 Criminal Victimization in the United States: A
Report of a National Survey. President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice. Field Surveys II, Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office.
Ennis, Richard.
1976 Endorsements of Criminal Research. Richard Ennis
Publications, eds., New York.
Erskine, H.
1974 The Polls: Fear of Violence and Crime. Public
Opinion Quarterly 38 (1): 131-145.
Evans, Sandra, and James Scott.
1984 The Seriousness of Crime Cross Culturally.
Criminology 7 (fall).
Fowler, F. J. and T. Mangione.
1974 The Nature of Fear. Unpublished Paper, Survey
Research Program, The Joint Center for Urban
Studies of MIT and Harvard University.
82
Furstenburg, F.F., Jr.
1971 Public Reaction to Crime in the Streets. The
American Scholar. 40 (4): 601-610.
1972 Fear of Crime and Its Effects on Citizen
Behavior. Unpublished Manuscript. University of
Pennsylvania Sociology Department, Philadelphia,
PA.
Garafalo, James.
1977 Public Opinion About Crime: The Attitudes of
Victims and Nonvictims in Selected Cities.
Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.
1979 Victimization and the fear of crime. Journal of
Research and Delinquency. 16 (1): 80-97.
1981 The Fear of Crime: Causes and Consequences.
Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology. 82 (2):
839-857.
Gardiner, Richard A.
1978. Design for Safe Neighborhoods. National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.
Greenberg, Stephanie; Rohe William; and J.R. Williams.
1982 Safe and Secure Neighborhoods: Physical
Characteristics and Informal Territorial Control
in High and Low Crime Neighborhoods, A
Publication of the National Institute of Justice.
Goldsmith, J., and N. E. Thomas.
1974 Crimes Against the Elderly: A Continuing National
Crisis. Aaina. (6-7): 10-13.
Goodman, Ellen.
1990 "For Women, The One To Fear Is Not The Stranger
But The One You Know" The Atlanta Journal. The
Atlanta Constitution.
Giles-Sims, Jean.
1984 A Multiyariate Analysis of Perceived Likelihood
of Victiraizationand Degree of Worry About Crime
Among Older People. Victimologv 9: 222-233.
Gubrium, J. F.
1974 "Victimization in Old Age: Available Evidence and




1979 The Perception and Fear of Crime: Implications
For Neighborhood Cohesion, Social Activity, and
Community Affect. Social Forces. 58: 176-193.
Hahn, Paul H.
1980 Crime against the Elderly. Santa Cruz: Davis
Publishung Company Inc.
Harris, K. D.
1974 The Geography of Crime and Justice. New York:
McGraw-Hill.
Harris, Louis.
1975 "The Myth and Reality on Aging In America."
National Council on Aging, Washington, D.C.
Hindelang, Michael.
1974 "Public Opinion Regarding Crime, Criminal Justice
and Related Topics," Journal of Research in Crime
and Delinquency. II: 101-116.
1976 Criminal Victimization in Eight American Cities.
Cambridge, Mass: Lippincott Company.
1978 Victims of Personal Crime: An Empirical
Foundation For a Theology of Personal
Victimization. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger.
Holden, M.
1969 The Quality of Urban Order. In H. Schmidt and W.
Bloomberg (eds,), The Quality of Urban Life.
Beverly Hills: Sage.
Howard, Robert L.
1981 Comment in Time magazine. Article titled "One
Week's Murder Victims: March 8-14, 1981.
Janson, Philip and Lewis K. Ryder.
1983 Crime and The Elderly: The Relationship Between
Risk And Fear. The Gerontologist. 23: 207-212.
Johnson, John H.
1979 Black-on-Black Crime. Ebonv XXXIV.
Johnson, B.K.
1981 Comment in Time Magazine. Article titled "The
Curse of Violent Crime".
Jirovee, Ronald; Mary Jirovee; and Raymond Bosse.
1984 Environmental Determinants of Neighborhood
Satisfaction Among Urban Elderly Men. The
Gerontologist. 24: 261-265.
84
Kelling, George L. and K. James Stewart K.
1989 Perspectives on Policing. Neighborhoods And
Police: The Maintaince of Civil Authority. A
Publication of The National Institute of Justice,
U.S. Department of Justice. (10) 2:11.
Kerlinger, Fred N., and Elazer Pedhazur.
1973 Multiple Regression in Behavioral Research. New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston (3).
Krahn, Harvey and Leslie W. Kennedy.
1985 "Producing Personel Safety: The Effects of Crime
Rates, Police Force Size, and Fear of Crime,"
Criminology. 23: 697-709.
Lavrakas, Leslie W. and Elicia J. Hertz.
1982 "Citizen Participation in Neighborhood Crime
Prevention," Criminology. 20: 479-498.
Lawton, M.P. and S. Jaffe.
1980 Victimization and Fear of Crime in Elderly Public
Housing Tenants. Journal of Gerontology. 35 (5):
768-779.
Lebowitz, Barry D.
1975 Age and Fearfulness: Personal and Situational
Factors. Journal of Gerontology. 30: 696-700.
Lee, Gary.
1982a Sex differences in Fear of Crime Among Older
People. Research on Aging. 4: 284-298.
1982b Residential Location and Fear of Crime Among the
Elderly. Rural Sociology. 47 (4):655-669.
Levin, S.
1983 The Perception of Fear of Crime: Implications For
Neighborhood Cohesion, Social Activity, and
Community Affect. Social Forces. 58 (1): 176-193.
Lewis, Dan A., and Greta Salem.
1986 Fear of crime: Incivility and the Production of a
Social Problem. New Brunswick, New Jersey:
Transaction Books.
Lewis, D. A. and M. G. Maxfield.
1980 Fear in the Neighborhoods: An Investigation of
the Impact of crime. Research in Crime and
Delinquency. 17: 160-189.
Liska, Allen E.; Joseph J. Lawrence; and Andrew
Sanchirico.
1982 Fear of Crime as a Social Fact. Social Forces. 60
(3): 760-770.
85
Liska, Allen E.; Andrew Sanchirico; and Mark D. Reed.
1988 Fear of Crime and Constrained Behavior Specifing
and Estimating a Reciprocal Effects Model. Social
Forces. 66 (3): 827-837.
Lindquist, John H., and M. Janice Duke M.
1982 The Elderly Victim: Explaining the Fear-
Victimization Paradox. Criminology. 20 (1):
115-126.
Lizotte, A. Jr., and D. J. Bordua.
1980 Firearms Ownership for Sport and Protection.
American Sociological Review. 45 (4): 229-244.
Logan, J.R. and O. A. Collver.
1983 Residents Perceptions of Suburban Community
Differences. American Sociological Review.
Maxfield, Michael. G.
1984 The Limits of Vulnerability in Explaining Fear of
Crime: A Comparative Neighborhood Analysis.
Research in Crime and Delinquency. 21 (3) Sage
Publications.
Mclntyre, J.
1967 Public Attitudes Toward Crime and Law
Enforcement. The Annals. 374 (11): 34-46.
Messner, S.
1982 Poverty, Inequality and the Urban Homicide Rate.
Criminologyf 20: 103-114.
1983 Regional and Racial Effects on the Urban Homicide
Rate: The Subculture of Violence Revisited.
American Journal of Sociology. 88: 997-1007.
Mullen, Robert E., and Joseph F. Donnermeyer.
1985 Age, Trust, and Perceived Safety From Crime in
Rural Areas. The Gerontological Society of
America. 25: 237-242.
Murty, Komanduri S., and Julian Roebuck.
1988 Atlanta Blacks' Fear of Crime: Perceptual and
Behavioral Responses, Unpublished Paper.
Ollenburger, Jane C.
1981 Criminal Victimization and Fear of Crime.
Research on ageing 1: 101-118.
Ortega, Suzanne T.; and Jessie Myles, L.
1987 Race and Gender Effects on Fear of Crime: An
Interactive Model with Age. Criminology. (25):
133-152.
86
Pollock, John and Arney Rosenblat.
1982 Fear of Crime: Sources and Responses. USA Today.
48-50.
Poveda, T. G.
1972 The Fear of Crime in a Small Town. Crime and
Delinquency. 18 (4):147-153.
Pope, Carl and W. Feyerherm.
1976 The Effects of Crime On The Elderly. The Police
Chief. 43 (2): 48-51.
Pennell F.
1978 The Nature of Fear. Survey Research Program,
University of Mass and the Joint Center for Urban
Studies of MIT and Harvard.
Percy, S.
1979 American Lawlessness: An Inquiry. American
Journal of Sociology, 18 (1): 77-91.
Ragan, Pauline.
1976 Crimes Against The Elderly: Findings From
Interviews with Blacks, Mexican Americans and
Whites. In Marlene A. Young Rifai (eds) Justice
and Older Americans. Lexington, Mass.: D.C.
Heath, Lexington Books.
Reiss, Albert J.
1967 Public Perceptions and Recollections About Crime,
Volume 1, Section, Studies of Crime and Law
Enforcement in Major Metropolitan Areas.
Washington, D.C: Government Printing Office.
1979 Report on Crime Preventions and Police and the
Social Order. National Swedish Council for Crime
Prevention, Research and Development Division
Vallingby, Sweden.
Reppetto, Thomas A.
1974 Residential Crime. Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Ballinger Publishing Co.
Riger Stephanie; R. LeBailly; and T. Gordon.
1982 Coping with Crime: Women's Use of Precautionary
Behaviors. American Journal of Community
Psychology. 10: 369-386.
Roebuck, J.
1985 Victimization, Crime Prevention, and Rural Crime
Surveys In the United States. Sociology Research




1985 Neighborhood and Crime: The Structural
Determinants of Personal Victimization. Journal
of Research in Crime and Delinquency. 22 (1):
7-39.
Scott, Alesia.
1986 The Differential Perceptions of Crime Among The
Elderly. Unpublished Master's thesis, Atlanta
University.
Sherman, E. A.; Newman, E.S.; and A. D. Nelson.
1976 Patterns of Age Integration in Public Housing And
The Incidence and Fears of Crime Among Elderly
Tenants. In Goldsmith and S. S. Goldsmith (eds),
Crime and the Elderly. 67-73. Lexington, MA.
Sundeen, R.M. and J.T. Mathieu.
1976 The Urban Elderly: Environment Of Fear. Crime and
Elderly. 51-66.
1977 The Fear of Crime and Its Consequences Among
Elderly in Three Urban Neighborhoods. The
Gerontoloaists. 16: 211-219.
Skogan, W. G., and W. R. Klecka.
1977 The Fear of Crime. Washington D.C.: The American
Political Science Association.
Skogan, W. and M. Maxfield.
1981 Coping with Crime: Individual and Neighborhood
Reactions. CA: Sage Publications.
Silberman, Charles.
1978 Criminal Violence and Criminal Justice. New York:
Random House.
Smith, D. L.
1976 The Aftermath of Victimization: Fear and
Suspicion. In E. C. Viano (eds) Victims and
Society; 203-219.
Stafford, Mark C. and Omer R. Galle.
1984 Victimization Rates, Exposure to Risk and Fear of
Crime. Criminologyr 22: 173-185.
Stinchcombe, Arthur L.; Rebecca Adams; Carol A. Heimer;
Kin Lane Schepple; Tom Smith; and D. Garth Taylor.
1980 Crime and Punishment: Changing Attitudes in
America. New York: Jossey-Bass.
88
Taylor, Ralph and Margaret Hale.
1986 Testing Alternative Models of Fear of Crime.
Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology. 77:
151-189. .
Taub, R. P.; D. G. Taylor; and J. D. Dunham.
1984 Paths of Neighborhood Change: Race and Crime in
Urban America. Chicago: University of Chicago.
Thomas, Larry L.
1987 Determinates and Cosequences of Crime Prevention
Measures. Unpublished Masters' Thesis. Atlanta
University.
Toseland, Ronald.
1982 Fear of Crime: Who is Vulnerable. Journal of
Criminal Justice. 10: 199-209.
Wright, J.N., and Mayers .D. Sr.
1982 Fear of Crime: Determinants and Consequences.
Unpublished Ph.D Dissertation, The University of
Connecticut.
Warr, Mark.
1984 Fear of Victimization: Why Are Women And The
Elderly More Afraid? Social Science Quarterly.
681-702.
Yancy, William L.
1971 "Architecture Interaction, and Social Control."
Environment and Behaviorf 3 (1): 3-21.
Yin, Peter P.
1980 Fear of Crime Among The Elderly: Some Issues And
Suggestions. Social Problems. 27: 492-504.
1985 Victimization and the Aged. Springfield, ILL.
Charles Thomas Publisher.
Yin, Peter and N. N. Anderson.
1981 A Test of the Resignation Hypothesis: The Elderly
in Nursing Homes: Paper presented at the Annual




Atlanta Regional Metropolitan Planning Commission.
1971 Safer Streets in 1972. Atlanta, Georgia.
Ebony Magazine
1979 Black-on-Black Crime: The Causes, The
Consequences, The Cures. A Special Issue.
National Institute of Justice
1985 Neighborhood Safety by Lawrence Sherman, Crime
File, University of Maryland.
National Crime Survey
1975 National Crime Panel: Criminal Victimization
Surveys in 13 American Cities. Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Press.
U. S. Department of Justice
1983 Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice: The
Data Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice
Statistics, USGPO.
1988 Perspectives on Policing. A Publication of the
National Institute of Justice, and the Program in
Criminal Justice Policy and Management, John F.
Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University.
The Figgie Report
1980 The Figgie Report on Fear of Crime: America
Afraid. Sponsored by A-T-0 Inc. Conducted by
Research & Forecasts, Inc.
